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The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine whether a significant
correlation exists between a locally-elected supervisor’s perceptions about their local
community college and their education level and the level of local tax support provided to
the community college in their area. There were 3 research hypotheses established. A
self-developed survey was used to gather supervisor perceptions in the following areas:
1) community college courses, programs, and workforce training services, 2) job
attainment of students after attending the local community college, and 3) how well the
local community college manages its resources. Additional information was gathered for
inclusion in the research analysis in the areas of a supervisors’ educational level and the
last time a supervisor visited the campus of the local community college.
The study showed that, of the 5 predictor variables analyzed, only 1 was
statistically significant. A supervisor’s perception on how well a community college does
in promoting the courses, programs, and workforce training services has a statistically
significant relationship to the amount of millage supported by that supervisor for
allocation to the local community college. The remaining predictor variables of job

attainment of students after attending the local community college, how well the local
community college manages its current resources, a supervisor’s education level, and the
last visit a supervisor made to the local community college all showed not to be statically
significant in predicting the financial level at which a supervisor may support the local
community college.
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NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY
In the early 1900s, community colleges were developed as an extension of local
high schools and thus were primarily funded through local taxes and tuition. As the
century progressed, so did the funding streams for community colleges. Through the
influence of society, federal regulations, and state laws, community colleges became less
reliant on local funding and more dependent on state and federal sources of revenue. As a
result, community college leaders must explore additional means of raising funds for the
operation and maintenance of their colleges. One way to increase revenue is through local
funding provided by supervisors from the counties the community college represents
(Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
Whether at the state level, when appropriation decisions are being made by state
legislators or at the local level when county supervisors are formulating and approving
annual budgets, higher education funding is an annual discussion. Each year, funding
requests are heard, arguments are made, and decisions are implemented about funding
priorities established by elected officials.
Purpose
The purpose of this exploratory study is to examine whether a significant positive
correlation exists between a locally-elected supervisor’s perceptions about community
colleges and their education level and the level of local tax support provided to the
1

community college in their area. This study will help community college leaders
understand some of the perceptions and factors that influence the decision making
process of locally-elected officials when determining the financial level at which to
support the local community college.
Significance of the Study
Since the economic recession of 2008, Mississippi’s community colleges have
experienced budget cuts and flat-line funding from the state legislature (Gilbert &
Mississippi Community College Board, 2006, 2009, 2011, 2013). These cuts were often
amid increases in enrollment, thus causing resources to be stretched to the maximum. As
the state continues to suffer from economic problems, with an unemployment rate still
above 10 %, community colleges are forced to further diversify their funding sources to
help offset budget shortfalls and subsequent cuts to their state funding (Labor Market
Information Department, 2013).
One way to diversify funding and increase revenue is through support of county
boards of supervisors and the funding appropriated from the counties to community
colleges in the form of millage. In an effort to better understand the decision making
process of locally-elected officials when they are deciding at which level to fund higher
education, this study has been designed to determine if there is a significant correlation
between a locally-elected supervisor’s perceptions about community colleges and their
education level and the level of local tax support provided to the community college in
their area.
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Definitions
1.

Associate in applied science degree: a terminal technical degree that is
comprised of general academic course work with specialization in the
student’s chosen field of study

2.

Associate of arts degree: an academic undergraduate degree usually
equivalent to the first two years of study at a university; coursework
completed in this degree can be used as to apply toward a bachelor’s
degree

3.

Community college: the two-year institution of higher education that is
accredited to offer an associate in arts degree, associate in applied science
degree, certificate or workforce training

4.

Course: an individual class offered for institutional credit at a community
college that can applied toward an Associate of Arts or Associate of
Applied Science degree

5.

Education: process of disseminating information to individuals for the
purpose of improving skills and knowledge

6.

Immediate family: spouse, children or grandchildren

7.

Local funding: funding provided by counties in support of the community
college in whose district that county is represented

8.

Mill: the level at which property tax revenue has been set aside to financial
support the local community college

9.

Program: a prescribed list of courses designed to guide a student toward
the completion of a terminal degree
3

10.

State funding: funding provided from the Mississippi legislature on an
annual basis to support the operations and maintenance of a community
college

11.

Supervisor: an individual elected to establish budgets and allocate local
tax revenue in support of priorities which are identified by the county

12.

Workforce training: training conducted by the community college
designed to enhance individual skill sets for the purpose of advancing
employment opportunities

4

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
History of Community College Funding
When they were created, community colleges held a unique position in the
education equation and did not benefit from an organizational structure like that of
secondary and 4-year institutions. Developing out of high schools as a means to enhance
the skill sets of those wishing to continue their education, community colleges became
extensions of high schools (Tollefson, 2009). State and federal involvement in the
community college structure and funding stream was virtually unheard of prior to the
middle of the 20th Century. Up to that point in history, community colleges were funded
by student tuition and local property taxes (Mullin & Honeyman, 2008).
In 1917, California became the first state to authorize state funding for
community colleges. Their state statute required high schools to have $3 million of
capital on-hand before the high school could establish a junior (community) college as an
extension of an existing high school. Once that criterion was met, the statue provided
funding for students at the same rate as specified in the formula for funding secondary
public schools (Tollefson, 2009). While California set a benchmark for establishing a
means for state financial support of community colleges, local support was the primary
source of revenue for the earliest community colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
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Over the past 100 years, state funds have increasingly replaced local funds as the
primary source of community college operations funding. In 1918 no state funds were
allocated to fund community colleges while 94% of community college funding was from
local support during that year (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). By 1950, community colleges
were receiving approximately 26% of funding from state dollars and 49% from local
sources. In 1980, the funding trend continued with 60% of total funding being generated
from state sources and only 13% from local sources. By the end of the 20th Century, state
funding support seemed to have leveled off at 45% with local funding support increasing
to 20% of the total financial support received by community colleges (Cohen & Brawer,
2008).
Funding Issues for Community and Junior Colleges
Prior to the onset of the 2008 recession, community college leaders started
expressing concern over budgetary issues. In a 2007 national survey of state community
college directors, 47 states reported no mid-year budget reductions, but 26 states reported
deficiencies in their state systems. In a majority of states, higher education is the largest
discretionary expenditure. Funding from the state is a competitive process, with each
agency constantly maneuvering to position itself to receive the most benefit (Katsinas,
Tollefson & Reamey, 2008).
Taking into consideration that the 2007 national survey of state community
college directors was conducted before the market crash in 2008, respondents predicted
that rural community colleges would have to endure the brunt of financial strains. Several
survey respondents reported the lack of strong local funding support for community
colleges and also noted that since many community colleges do not receive full funding
6

according to state formulas, the lack of local funding support made funding more severe
(Katsinas et al., 2008).
Billy Rossler, Stephen Katsinas, and David Hardy from the Education Policy
Center at the University of Alabama reported that from 1980-1981, 16 states contributed
to 60% or more of total revenues for community colleges in their respective states
((Roessler, Katsinas & Hardy, n.d.). From 2000-2001, no state reported providing that
level of financial support. During the same reporting period (1980-1981), 22 states
reported contributing at least 50% of their community college’s revenues, but that
umber had fallen to 7 states by 2000-2001. For Mississippi, the same report indicated that
state appropriations fell from 47.4% in fiscal year 1981, to 39.4% in fiscal year 2001.
During that same period, local support for community colleges fell from 12.1% in 1981
to 7.6% in 2001 (Roessler et al., n.d.).
Since 2008, state revenue declines from sale taxes, income taxes, and other
sources have forced states to reduce spending. While the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act helped to mitigate cuts to state budgets, 43 states have cut higher
education expenditures since 2008 (Johnson et al., 2011). With unemployment still high,
it is not likely that conditions will improve in the near future and further cuts are
anticipated.
To help offset this trend, community colleges have sought additional revenue
from tuition increases, grants, and other external funding sources such as private
foundations and workforce training dollars. Even though colleges have utilized other
funding sources to assist with the decline in state revenue, they have been unable to fully
make up the difference in the lack of state support (Roessler et al., n.d.).
7

Funding Community College Education
Community colleges obtain funding for their operation and maintenance from a
variety of sources. These revenue sources include federal, state, local, and private sources
(Kenton, Huba, Schuh & Shelley, 2005). As described earlier in this section, in the early
development years of community colleges, most states did not provide much guidance
and support. This meant that community colleges became heavily dependent on local
support and tuition in order to provide higher education opportunities. Based on changes
over time in state and federal recommendations and actions related to funding, the focus
of the source of funding for community colleges changed from being primarily dependent
on local property tax to state revenue support. In 1947 with the release of the Higher
Education for American Democracy report, an increased focus was put on state support
of community college education. The report called upon states to provide overwhelming
support for community colleges, particularly in the wake of these institutions striving to
meet the needs of returning World War II veterans (Mullin & Honeyman, 2008).
By the 1960s the governing structure of community colleges began to change as
state laws began to make a clear distinction between K-12 institutions and community
colleges. As a result of state organization of community college education, a method for
funding these institutions was adopted. Known commonly as the “funding formula”, this
method of resource allocation is a determination of resources and expenditures for a
community college or programs at a community college. Today, 40 states utilize this
method of state funding for community colleges. Of the remaining states, different means
of state resource allocation is utilized. Throughout the nation, resource allocation of state
funds are overseen by a higher education entity, a comprehensive K-20 educational
8

organization, a community college governing body, or by state statute (Mullin &
Honeyman, 2008).
In 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson said the following as he signed the Higher
Education Act of 1965 into law, “go back and say to your children and
grandchildren…that we have made a promise to them…we have pulled the gates down
and the way is open, and we expect them to travel it”. Since that time, community
colleges have seen a decline in state funding, thus making it more difficult to fulfill the
challenge set forth in the mid-20th Century. The decline in state funding sources has
forced many colleges to seek funding through local support, fundraising, and tuition.
Some predictions about community college funding predict that by 2059, financial
support from states for higher education could reach zero (D'Amico, Katsinas & Friedel,
2012).
Nationwide state funding for higher education has been steadily declining for the
past thirty-five years. From 1989 to 1993, the higher education community saw a drastic
decrease in state tax dollars when the percentage of support fell from 7% to 5.4%. Just 15
years later (2008), higher education again saw a decrease in state support with overall
state spending falling to 4.5%. Of those funds appropriated by states to higher education,
community colleges have received approximately twenty percent (20%) of the funds
allocated by states toward higher education. In identifying this disparity, it is also
recognized that public higher education funding is consistently locked in battle with other
state funding priorities (Mullin, 2010).
Specifically, Mississippi community and junior colleges have seen a fluctuation in
funding from the state and local levels. In fiscal year 2005, support from the state equaled
9

37.9 % of the total revenue for Mississippi’s community and junior colleges. In that same
year, colleges were supported with 10.4% of their total budgets generated by local tax
dollars (Gilbert & Mississippi Community College Board, 2006). In fiscal year 2008, the
year in which the national economy started declining, Mississippi’s 2-year institutions of
higher education saw record support from the state. During this year, the state provided
43.0% of the revenue for the budgets of Mississippi’s community colleges. Additionally,
local support that same year dropped to a total of 9.0% (Gilbert & Mississippi
Community College Board, 2009). By fiscal year 2010, total support from Mississippi’s
legislature for 2-year colleges had dropped to 39.3% with an additional 2.5% support
from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. During that same year (2010), local
support rose slightly to 9.3% (Gilbert & Mississippi Community College Board, 2011).
Since 2010, Mississippi community and junior colleges have seen support from the
state’s general fund fall to a low of 36.0% in 2011 (Gilbert & Mississippi Community
College Board, 2012) and rise to a high of 39.9% in 2013 (Gilbert & Mississippi
Community College Board, 2013). Also, since 2010, local support decreased in 2011 and
2012 to 9.2% and rose to a high of 9.4% in 2013 (Gilbert & Mississippi Community
College Board, 2013). See Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Funding Support of Mississippi Community Colleges
Fiscal Year
State Support
Local Support
ARRA Funds
2005
37.9 %
10.4 %
--2008
43.0 %
9.0 %
--2010
39.3 %
9.3 %
2.5 %
2011
36.0 %
9.2 %
--2013
39.9 %
9.4 %
--(Gilbert & Mississippi Community College Board, 2006, 2009, 2011, 2013).
As community college dependency on state support increased over time, so did
the impact of state economic woes. As state appropriations that support community
colleges have declined, these institutions have had to search for ways to increase revenue
from other sources. Maintaining and expanding support from local sources is one avenue
that community colleges can pursue in order to make up the loss of state support when
economic hardship is encountered (Miller & Holt, 2005). More than 50% of states allow
for the local taxation of property to be utilized in support of higher education. As
expected, those colleges located in less wealthy areas receive a smaller amount of
financial support than those colleges located in wealthy areas (Dowd & Grant, 2006). As
reported by the National Access and Funding Survey project, one community college
state director stated, “Continued tax cuts, dedicated state funds, unfunded accrued
liability in retirement systems, increasing health costs, and sluggish economy are signs
that state funding will not increase. Higher Education will no longer rely on state dollars
as a major source of funding for operating budgets” (D'Amico et al., 2012, p. 628).
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Research Hypotheses
Three research hypotheses have been developed based on the literature review to
guide this study. Each hypothesis is designed to provide a better understanding of the
decisions made by county supervisors in establishing millage support of the local
community college that serves their county. The research hypotheses are:
1. There is a positive correlation between the level of financial assistance
supported by a member of the county board of supervisors and his/her
perceptions about the effectiveness of the community college in the areas
of:
a) Community college courses, programs and workforce training
provided by the college;
b) Job attainment by individuals who attend the local community college;
and
c) The local community college being a good steward of the financial
support provided by a county.
2. There is a positive correlation between the level of education obtained by
a member of the county board of supervisors and the level of financial
assistance supported by that member of the county board of supervisors
for the local community college.
3. There is a positive correlation between the last visit a supervisor made to
the campus of the local community college and the level of financial
assistance that a member of the county board of supervisors supports for
the local community college.
12

METHODS
This research seeks to identify common perceptions and characteristics of
supervisors who support higher levels of financial support for their local community
college. Data were collected and analyzed about supervisors’ perceptions about: 1)
community college courses, programs, and workforce training services; 2) job attainment
of students after attending the local community college; 3) how well the local community
college manages its resources; 4) a supervisors’ educational level; and 5) the last time a
supervisor visited the campus of the local community college. These common attributes
were then compared to the millage rate supported by each of the participants to help
determine if common characteristics exist among locally-elected officials and their level
of support for the local community college.
Design
A county supervisor’s perceptions about the community college in which a
particular county supervisor represents was gathered on the following independent
variables:


Courses, programs, and workforce training services provided by the local
community college



Job attainment of students after attending the local community college



How well a community college manages its resources
13



The level of education of each participating supervisor



The last time a supervisor visited the campus of the local community
college

Participants were asked to rate their perception of the local community college on
each of the above identified independent variables using a Likert-type scale. The
responses were coded in a range of “1-Strongly Agree”, “2-Agree”, “3-Neutral”, “4Disagree”, and “5-Strongly Disagree” to capture the perception of the participant in
regards to these variables.
Basic demographic information was also collected. Participants were asked to
provide information such as gender, race age, size of the county represented by the
supervisor, and party affiliation. While these data were collected, they were not analyzed
as part of this research project. The demographic of education level was also collected
and did serve as an independent variable in this study. For the independent variable
“education”, participants were asked to indicate their highest level of education.
In addition to gathering information from supervisors on their perceptions about
the local community college and basic demographic data, supervisors were also asked to
answer questions that were designed to gauge how interactive the supervisor has been
with the local community college. These questions, along with the perception and
demographic data, assisted the researcher in identifying characteristics of supervisors
who support higher levels of millage support for the local community college. Coding
will be consistent for each participant throughout the collection of data in order to reject
or fail to reject the null hypotheses and determine if there is a significant correlation
between each independent variable and the dependent variable.
14

According to the Mississippi Code, state law requires that each county provide at
least one mill for operations and one mill for capital improvements to the local
community college for a total of two mills minimum (Mississippi Code § 37.29.141).
State law also allows a maximum for three mills in each category for a total of six mills
maximum (Mississippi Code § 37.29.141). In addition to coding the responses of the
surveys from the respondents, the researcher also asked participants to self-report the
millage level in which they last supported the local community college indicated by their
most recent vote on the issue. The funding level at which a participant chose to support
the local community college will be classified as an interval measure. This will serve as
the dependent, or criterion, variable by which each independent, or predictor, variable
will be compared to determine if a significant correlation exists. The millage level at
which a participant chose to support the local community college was be coded as
follows:


1-Millage Support between 1.00-2.00 mills



2-Millage Support between 2.01-3.00 mills



3-Millage Support between 3.01-4.00 mills



4-Millage Support between 4.01-5.00 mills



5-Millage Support between 5.01-6.00 mills
Participants

Participants were individuals who currently hold the elected office of supervisor
within a county in Mississippi. Participants varied in age, gender, race, and party
affiliation. These demographic characteristics cannot be controlled and should not be
15

attempted to be controlled. There are 82 counties in the state of Mississippi and
potentially 410 supervisors, if there are no vacancies in any of the elected positions. Due
to the fact that the survey instrument was piloted on supervisors from two of the 82
counties, those supervisors were removed from the population of 410 supervisors from
which the random sample was chosen. In order to reduce sampling error, the researcher
chose to set a minimum ratio of ten respondents to each independent variable. Therefore,
because there are five independent variables, a minimum of fifty respondents were
required to run the analysis (Bartlett, Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001). A sample of this size
will allow the researcher to not only reject or fail to reject the null hypotheses, but will
provide for the generalization of results to the entire population of supervisors in the state
of Mississippi. In order to identify the supervisors who were asked to participate in the
study, random sampling was utilized to select each supervisor who was asked to
voluntarily complete the survey.
Instrumentation
In order to effectively gauge the perceptions, education level, and the last visit of
a supervisor to the local community college, data were collected using a self-developed,
piloted survey instrument (see Appendix A). This instrument was developed by the
researcher and dissertation chair, and designed to collect basic demographic information,
perceptions of local supervisors about the local community college, and level of
engagement between locally-elected officials and the local community college.
Perceptions about the community college in which a particular county supervisor
represents were gathered on the following independent variables:
16

1. courses, programs, and workforce training services provided by the local
community college,
2. job attainment of students after attending the local community college,
3. how well a community college manages its resources, and
4. last visit a supervisor made to the campus of the local community college
The survey also collected basic demographic information which included, but was not be
limited to, the education level of each participant.
Prior to randomly selecting individuals to participate in the study, it was
necessary to pilot a self-developed study for utilization as the survey instrument since
after a review of literature an appropriate instrument did not already exist that measures
the variables of interest. In consultation with the dissertation committee chair, the
researcher designed a perception survey consisting of 25 questions, plus basic
demographic information. The survey was designed to gather participants’ perceptions of
their local community college in the areas of college educational and training
opportunities, college stewardship of resources, and community reputation. Additionally,
the survey captured basic demographic information such as gender, race, age, highest
level of education, size of county represented, years of service as a supervisor, and
political affiliation. Finally, the survey asked participants to self-identify the level of
millage support at which he or she last voted to support the local community college with
local taxes.
After obtaining approval from the research committee and the Mississippi State
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subject (IRB), supervisors from
two counties in Mississippi were contacted and asked if they would participate in the
17

piloting of the self-developed research instrument. Supervisors were chosen as
participants in piloting the survey because they represent the actual population from
which the random sample was generated for completing the validated survey instrument.
The names of the 10 supervisors who chose to participate in the pilot study of the survey
instrument were removed from the population prior to randomization and final selection
of research sample participants.
Piloting and validation of the self-developed survey instrument were conducted
during the months of September and October of 2014. After contacting the president of
each participating board of supervisors, the following information was sent to the
participating supervisors:


Cover letter – explaining the purpose and reason for piloting the survey



Approved cover letter that will accompany the survey instrument during
the research process



Mississippi State University’s Informed Consent Form for Participation in
Research approved form, which displays the approval and expiration date



Survey Instrument

In each instance of working with the board of supervisors for piloting the survey
instrument, it was agreed upon that the researcher would contact the president of the
board of supervisors after a time period of one week to schedule the pick-up of the
completed surveys.
After collecting the completed surveys, the researcher analyzed the responses in
consultation with the dissertation chair. No participant in the piloting process expressed
confusion or lack of understanding regarding any of the questions on the survey. There
18

were no recommended changes to the format of the survey or requests for clarification
from individuals who participated in the piloting process.
Procedure
Random sampling was utilized to select the supervisors who were asked to
voluntarily participate in the study. In order to accomplish random sampling of
Mississippi’s 410 supervisors, each supervisor was assigned a place holder utilizing
Research Randomizer at www.randomizer.org. Utilizing Research Randomizer,
supervisors were selected based upon the results of the computer-generated
randomization. Once randomized, supervisors were re-assigned place holders according
to the randomization results. This was done to further ensure confidentiality and
anonymity of those supervisors who chose to participate in the study. Upon completing
the randomization process, the first 175 supervisors were chosen to participate in the
study. In order to protect the identity of the participants and the county they represent, the
researcher was the only individual who had access to the randomization results of county
selection. If a supervisor chose not to participate in the study, additional supervisors
would be selected according to their rank of randomization until the required sample size
of fifty respondents was met.
Surveys were mailed to the first 175 supervisors who were randomly selected.
Physical mailing addresses for participants were obtained from the Mississippi
Supervisors’ Association website. The survey, along with directions, necessary IRB and
consent forms, and information outlining how survey responses will be utilized and
published were mailed to each identified participant. A self-addressed, stamped return
envelope was provided to each participant who was randomly selected in which the
19

completed survey could be returned to the researcher. Each participant was provided two
weeks from the postmarked date to complete the survey and return it to the researcher.
Due to the fact that 50 participants had not completed and returned the survey after the
initial 2-week period had passed, the researcher had to implement a follow-up procedure.
Follow-up contact with participants was made in order to remind participants of the
survey and their selection to participate in the study. When making follow-up phone
calls, the researcher not only reminded participants of their selection to participate, but
offered to supply the participant with another copy of the survey in a hard copy or
electronic format. After completing a round of phone calls to participants who were
chosen to participate, no additional follow-up was required due to securing the target of
50 completed and returned surveys.
Once the surveys were completed and returned to the researcher, participants’
responses to the questions that corresponded to the predictor variable (as indicated below)
were coded and entered into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software
for analysis.


Service: Question # 7: The local community college does a good job
promoting the courses, programs, and training available to residents of the
area you represent.



Jobs: Question # 10: Residents from your county who attend the local
community college are able to find employment in your county after
graduating from college.



Money: Question # 8: The local community college is a good steward of
the financial support provided by your county.
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EdLevel: demographic information: Highest level of education



Visit: Question # 18: If yes, indicate the time in which your last visit
occurred.

Results were scored and recorded according to the type of data that were
collected. The researcher was the only individual who had access to the completed
surveys. This action was done to ensure that no county or participant’s identity could be
known to any other person or entity.
Once all of the data were uploaded to SPSS, a standard multiple regression and
stepwise multiple regression analysis were conducted between the independent
(predictor) variables and the dependent (criterion) variable to determine if certain
characteristics or perceptions of supervisors lead to the support of higher millage rates for
the local community college. Each of the predictor variables and the criterion variable
was coded in SPSS software as interval variables in the dataset. When entered in to
SPSS, the “Scale” measurement option was chosen. An alpha level of .05 was set at the
beginning of the study as the threshold for statistical significance. Utilizing these
analytical research methods, the researcher can determine if certain characteristics or
perceptions of supervisors can significantly predict the millage level at which a
supervisor is likely to support local community college funding.
After conducting the analysis and finalizing the research project, results will be
provided in a narrative format to participants. Any questions or discussion of the results
of the study by participants will be scheduled on an individual basis at the convenience of
the participant and the researcher.
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FINDINGS
Analysis Review
The purpose of this study was to determine if a model of county board of
supervisor perceptions and characteristics could be developed as a means of significantly
predicting the millage level at which a supervisor would support the local community
college. The results of the statistical analysis conducted on collected data are presented in
this chapter.
Demographic Information
The total population for this survey was 400 supervisors in a state in the
Southeastern region of the U.S. Of the 400 potential respondents from the population of
supervisors in the state, 175 were randomly chosen to participate in the study. Surveys
were mailed to the sample the first week of January 2015. Of the 175 selected for
inclusion in the study, 53 returned the survey, resulting in a response rate of 30%. Three
of the surveys that were returned were removed from analysis because the participants
did not complete information about the last level of millage support that they voted on to
support the local community college.
The first page of the survey asked participants to respond to standard
demographic information questions. The questions in this section of the survey asked
participants to identify their gender, race, highest level of education, their age, the size of
22

the county they represent, how many years they have served as a supervisor, and their
political affiliation.
As reported in Table 2 Gender Information of Participants, of those responding,
98% were male. Additionally, in Table 3 Race Information of Participants, 61% were
Caucasian, 35% were African American, and 4% were Native American. According to
Table 4 Highest Level of Education of Participants, having a high school diploma was the
highest percentage in the highest level of education category with 42% of the participants
choosing that option. The next highest level of education was a bachelor’s degree at 22%,
followed by an associate of arts/associate of applied science degree (12%) and other
(12%), a master’s degree at 8%, and having a GED or doctorate degree both at 2%. As
shown in Table 5 Age of Participants, a majority of the participants reported being
between the ages of 59-68 (54%), with the next highest age range being over 68 years old
(16%). Additionally, participants between the ages 39-48 and 49-58 each represented
14% of the sample size. According to Table 6 Size of County, 50% of the respondents
represented counties with a population of above 30,000 individuals, whereas only 18%
represented counties between 10,001-15,000 individuals and 10% represented counties
with a population between 20,001-25,000. Eight percent (8%) of participants were from a
county with a population between 15,001-20,000 and 6% were from counties with a
population between 5,001-10,000 and 25,001-30,000. Only 2% of the respondents
reported being from a county with a population less than 5,000. As indicated in Table 7,
Years Served in Office, those who had held the office of supervisor between 13-16 years
led the years of service category with 28% reporting, while the next highest level of
service, at 22%, was serving less than four years in office. Additionally, 18% reported
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serving over 16 years in elected office and 16% reported having been in elected office
either 5-8 years or 9-12 years. Years of service as a supervisor where divided into 4-year
increments to correspond with elections being held every 4 years. Finally, in Table 8,
63% of the respondents reported being a Democrat, while 23% reported being an
Independent, and 14% reported being a Republican.
Table 2
Gender Information of Participants
Male
Female
Total

Gender

Percentage
98%
2%
100%

Table 3
Race Information of Participants
Race
African American
Asian American
Caucasian
Latino
Native American
Total

Percentage
35%
0%
61%
0%
4%
100%
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Table 4
Highest Level of Education of Participant
Highest Level of Education

GED
High School Diploma
Associate of Arts of Associate of Applied Science
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate
Other
Total

Table 5
Age of Participants
Age
18-28
28-38
39-48
49-58
59-68
Over 68
Total

Percentage
0%
2%
14%
14%
54%
16%
100%

Table 6
Size of County
Size of County
Less than 5,000
5,001-10,000
10,001-15,000
15,001-20,000
20,001-25,000
25,001-30,000
Above 30,000
Total

Percentage
2%
6%
18%
8%
10%
6%
50%
100%
25

Percentage
2%
42%
12%
22%
8%
2%
12%
100%

Table 7
Years Served in Office
Years Served
Less than 4 years
5-8 years
9-12 years
13-16 years
Above 16 years
Total

Percentage
22%
16%
16%
28%
18%
100%

Table 8
Political Affiliation
Political Affiliation
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Total

Percentage
63%
23%
14%
100%

The data collected for this study were analyzed using multiple regression. This
method of analysis was chosen due to the nature of the non-dichotomous, continuous
dependent (criterion) variable and multiple independent (predictor) variables (Howell,
2009). The use of multiple regression as the means of analysis will enable researchers to
best predict the criterion variable based upon multiple predictor variables, as well as the
ability to observe the relationship among the various predictor variables (Howell, 2009).
In order to demonstrate the relationships among all variables to the criterion variable, a
multiple regression analysis was conducted in two ways. The first analysis was conducted
by means of a standard multiple regression model. In this analysis, the researcher entered
all the predictor variables at once to determine if the predictor variables, holistically, had
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a significant correlation to the criterion variable. The second analysis was a stepwise
multiple regression analysis. Utilizing this type of analysis, the researcher was able to
allow SPSS 22 to determine the significance of each predictor variable at one time and
only analyze the variable(s) that were significantly related to the criterion variable.
The following research hypotheses were made at the beginning of the study:
1. There is a positive correlation between the level of financial assistance
supported by a member of the county board of supervisors and his/her
perceptions about the effectiveness of the community college in the areas
of:
a. Community college courses, programs and workforce training
provided by the college;
b. Job attainment by individuals who attend the local community college;
and
c. The local community college being a good steward of the financial
support provided by a county.
2. There is a positive correlation between the level of education obtained by
a member of the county board of supervisors and the level of financial
assistance supported by that member of the county board of supervisors
for the local community college.
3. There is a positive correlation between the last visit a supervisor made to
the campus of the local community college and the level of financial
assistance that a member of the county board of supervisors supports for
the local community college.
27

To represent each of the above research hypotheses, participant responses for five
predictor variables were entered into SPSS 22. Each of the predictor variables was
addressed and answered by a random sample of supervisors from across the state of
Mississippi by means of a survey developed and validated by the researcher, with
assistance and guidance from the committee chair. Table 9 below indicates the name of
the predictor variable as it relates to the perception or characteristic being analyzed for
the study.
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Table 9
Variable Name and Description
Predictor Variable
Service

Jobs

Money

EdLevel

Visit

Perception/Characteristic

Quantification

Community college courses, Based upon a Likert scale of
programs and workforce
supervisors perception
training provided by the local (Strongly Agree, Agree,
community college
Neutral, Disagree, or
Strongly Disagree) from
Question # 7
Job attainment by individuals Based upon a Likert scale of
who attend the local
supervisors perception
community college
(Strongly Agree, Agree,
Neutral, Disagree, or
Strongly Disagree) from
Question # 10
Local community college
Based upon a Likert scale of
being a good steward of the supervisors perception
financial support provided by (Strongly Agree, Agree,
a county
Neutral, Disagree, or
Strongly Disagree) from
Question # 8
Highest level of education GED, High School Diploma,
Associate of Arts or Applied
Science, Bachelors of Arts or
Science, Masters, Doctorate,
or Other from Demographic
Information “Highest Level
of Education”
Last visit made by the
Last 6 months, Within the
supervisor to the local
last year, Within the last 2
community college
years, More than 2 years ago
from Question # 18

According to the results from the Figure 1 below, the relationship between the
predictor variables and the criterion variable is approximately linear. This indicates that
the assumption of normality is satisfied. Additionally, the residuals are normally
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distributed. As reflected in Figure 2, the random place of the scores indicates there is no
systematic pattern. Therefore, the assumption of homoscedasticity is met.

Figure 1.

Normal Plot of Regression Standardized Residual.

Figure 2.

Scatterplot.
30

Standard Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicated below in Table 10 are the descriptive and correlational statistics
associated with each of the predictive variables and the criterion variable. These statistics
include the mean and standard deviation of each variable. According to the table below,
only one statistically significant correlation exists with the criterion variable “Millage”.
The predictor variable “Service” has a Sig. value of .019. This is the only predictor
variable that met the threshold of statistical significance of .05, which was established
prior to the analysis being conducted. The Pearson Correlation between “Millage” and
“Service is .294. Using Cohen’s guide of .10 being a weak relationship, .30 being a
moderate relationship, and .50 being a strong relationship, the relationship between
“Millage” and “Service” is moderately strong (Cohen, 1988).
In addition to information about the predictor variable “Service” which is the only
predictor variable to meet the threshold of being statistically significant, the table also
provides information about the relationship among the other predictor variables. In
particular, one can check and identify if multicollinearity exists among the predictor
variables. Multicollinearity is caused when two or more predictor variables are highly
correlated with one another, thus causing a predictor variable to appear to not be
statistically significant when in fact it is. Through analysis of the table below, one can see
that multicollinearity does not exist among the predictor variables in this study.
Through further analysis of Table 10, one can interpret the relationships between
each of the predictor variables. Accordingly, it can be observed that there is a significant
relation between predictor variables. The predictor variable “Money” and “Jobs”, have a
significant relationship with the Sig. value being .001 (which is less than .05) and the
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Pearson Correlation is strong according to Cohen’s guide with r being .441(Cohen,
1988).
Table 10
Descriptive and Correlational Statistics
Correlations
Millage
Pearson Correlation

EdLevel

Visit

Money

Jobs

Service

Millage

1.000

-.064

-.175

.175

.051

.294

EdLevel

-.064

1.000

-.228

-.110

.181

-.028

Visit

-.175

-.228

1.000

-.125

-.195

-.175

Money

.175

-.110

-.125

1.000

.441

.609

Jobs

.051

.181

-.195

.441

1.000

.363

Service

.294

-.028

-.175

.609

.363

1.000

Millage

.

.328

.112

.112

.364

.019**

EdLevel

.328

.

.056

.224

.104

.423

Visit

.112

.056

.

.193

.088

.113

Money

.112

.224

.193

.

.001

.000

Jobs

.364

.104

.088

.001

.

.005

.019**

.423

.113

.000

.005

.

Mean

2.46

3.46

1.82

4.18

3.80

4.20

Standard Deviation

1.388

1.729

1.082

.661

.756

.670

50

50

50

50

50

50

Sig. (1-tailed)

Service

N

*.05 significance
In order to conduct a standard multiple regression analysis, the researcher entered
all of the predictor variables into the multiple regression model at one time. This was
done to determine if these particular predictor variables, when grouped holistically, have
a significant correlation to the criterion variable.
The full model was not statistically significant, F(5,44) = 1.133, p = .357. The
model summary, given in Table 11, indicates an R value of .338 with an S.E.E. of 1.379.
The Sig. value of .357 indicates that the combination of these particular predictor
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variables do not significantly predict the rate at which a supervisor will likely vote to
support the local community college through millage.
Table 11
Model Summary
Change Statistics

Model

R

1

.338a

R

Adjusted

Std. Error of

R Square

Square

R Square

the Estimate

Change

.114

.013

1.379

.114

Sig. F
F Change
1.133

df1

df2
5

Change
44

.357

d. Predictors: (Constant), Service, EdLevel, Jobs, Money
In Table 12 below, information is provided on the statistical evidence of each
predictor variable in relation to all of the other predictor variables that have been entered
into the model. In Table 12, the variable “Service” (Sig. = .118) is the closest in value to
the set level of significance (.05), but is still not shown to have a statistically significant
relationship to the dependent variable “Millage.”
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Table 12
Regression Coefficient for Full Model

Model
1

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

(Constant)

1.004

1.687

EdLevel

-.063

.121

Visit

-.200

Money
Jobs
Service

Correlations

Beta

t

Sig.

Zero-order

Partial

Part

.595

.555

-.079

-.519

.606

-.064

-.078

-.074

.191

-.156

-1.045

.302

-.175

-.156

-.148

.005

.401

.002

.013

.990

.175

.002

.002

-.131

.304

-.071

-.431

.668

.051

-.065

-.061

.599

.376

.289

1.593

.118

.294

.233

.226

a. Dependent Variable: Millage
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis
According to the analysis, the variables “Millage” and “Service are significantly
correlated at the .05 level. However, the full multiple regression model was not
statistically significant. Various tables were reviewed to interpret the outcome of the
analysis of the data collected for the study. The results of the analysis are indicated below
through narrative and table means.
The only predictor variable which met the criteria to significantly predict the
outcome of the criterion variable (millage) was “Service.” The standard of inclusion in
the model was set at a probability of ≤ .05, with the standard of exclusion set at
probability of ≥ .10. According to this table, only one of the variables met the criteria to
be included in the model. The final model, with the lone included predictor of “Service”,
was statistically significant, F(1,48) = 4.542, p = .038, SEE = 1.341, R = .294 (Table 13)
In Table 13 a summary of the analysis is provided. This table allows the
examination of the variance as explained by the variable of “Service.” According to this
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table, the predictor variable “Service” has an R value of .294 with an Adjusted R Square
of 0.067. The Sig. value of .038 indicates there is a statistically significant relationship
between the predictor variable “Service and the criterion variable “Millage.”
Table 13
Model Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis
Change Statistics

Std. Error of

Model
1

R
.294

a

R

Adjusted

the

R Square

Square

R Square

Estimate

Change

.086

.067

1.341

Sig. F
F Change

.086

4.542

df1

df2
1

Change
48

.038

a. Predictors: (Constant), Service
Table 13 exhibits the Sum of Squares, degrees of freedom (df), Mean Square, F,
and Standard Error of the Estimate (S.E.E.). When analyzed by itself, with a significance
standard set at the .05 level, the predictor variable “Service” is evidenced to have a
statistically significant relationship with the predictor variable “Millage.”
Table 14 below outlines the contribution of the predictor variable “Service” for
the model. Due to the fact that there is only one predictor variable in the model, the
standardized coefficient and the correlation coefficient between the predictor and
criterion variable are equal. The unstandardized coefficient represents the change
associated between the predictor and criterion variables. In this study, the predictor
variable “Service” has an unstandardized regression coefficient of .61. With this being
the result, it is concluded that for every unit increase in a supervisor’s perception that the
community college does a good job promoting courses, programs and training available
to residents of the area he/she represents, it is expected that millage support by that
particular supervisor will increase by 0.61. Additionally, this information can be
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generalized to the population as a whole in predicting millage support differences among
supervisors based upon their perception of how well a community college does in
promoting courses, programs and training that is available to individuals. In other words,
it would be expected that a supervisor who “strongly agrees” that a community college
does a good job promoting courses, programs and training available to residents will
support the local community college approximately 1 mill more than the supervisor who
held a “neutral” perception of the college doing a good job promoting the courses,
programs, and training available to residents.
Table 14
Coefficients

Model
1

(Constant)

Service

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

-.098

1.215

.609

.286

Beta

.294

Correlations

T

Sig.

-.081

.936

2.131

.038

Zero-order

Partial

Part

.294

.294

.294

a. Dependent Variable: Millage
Overall, the analysis of the data collected from this study indicate that the
predictor variables of “Jobs”, “Money”, “EdLevel”, and “Visit” were not statistically
significant predictors of the criterion variable “Millage.” The predictor variable “Service”
did prove to have a statistically significant relationship with the criterion variable
“Millage.” The results of the data collected and analyzed indicate that the higher the
perception level of the county supervisors that the local community college does a good
job in providing residence courses, programs, and workforce training, there is statistically
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significant chance that a supervisor will vote for a higher millage rate of support for the
community college.
While is it recognized that there is a significant relationship between the predictor
variable “Service” and criterion variable “Millage”, the issue of statistical power should
be addressed. Statistical power refers to the ability of a test to prove results from an
analysis are true. This helps to ensure that the researcher does not commit a Type II error,
failing to reject a null hypothesis that is false. Increasing the sample size will help
increase statistical power (Gay et al., 2012). For the purpose of this study, 175 randomly
selected individuals were selected from a population of 400. Of the 175 surveys that
were mailed to participants, 53 chose to complete and return the survey, resulting in a
response rate of 30%. Out of the 53 responses, 50 provided data that were useable and
was included in the analyses. Additionally, the threshold established by Barlett, Kotrlik,
and Higgins of 10 respondents per predictor variable was met with 53 individuals
choosing to complete and return the survey and 50 individuals providing data that were
included in the analysis (Bartlett et al., 2001). Figure 3 G*Power Analysis, depicts the
original model of 5 predictor variables, a sample size of 50 participants, and an R Square
value of .114. When analyzed with G*Power, the effect size f2 = .13 with Power (1-B eer
prob) = .41. This indicates that future research that is done with a similar number of
participants, seeking an effect size that is comparable to the one indicated in this study,
would have approximately a 59% chance of a Type II error occurring. Additionally, this
would hold true for any future research that seeks to detect the same degree of
relationship with the same number of predictor variables and participants. These results
suggest that while the threshold may have been met according to Bartlett, Kotrlik, and
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Higgins, a larger sample size would be more optimal for increasing power and reducing
the chance of committing a Type II error (Heinrich-Heine-Universität Düsseldorf, n.d.).

F tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R²
deviation from zero
Analysis:
Input:

Output:

Figure 3.

Post hoc: Compute achieved power
Effect size f²
=
α err prob
=
Total sample size
=
Number of predictors
=
Noncentrality parameter λ
=
Critical F
=
Numerator df
=
Denominator df
=
Power (1-β err prob)
=

.1286682
0.05
50
5
6.4334100
2.4270401
5
44
0.4114729

G*Power Protocol of Power Analysis.

Summary
This chapter presented a description of the data collected in this study and the
statistical analyses of the data. Three research hypotheses guided this exploratory
quantitative study which was designed to provide a better understanding of the decisions
made by county supervisors in establishing millage support of the local community
college that serves their county. Based upon the analysis of the data that were gathered in
this study, there is a statistically significant correlation between a county board of
supervisor’s perception of the courses, programs, and workforce training provided by the
local community and college and the level at which that supervisor votes to financially
support the local community college with millage.
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATION
Introduction
This chapter will provide a summary of the research study, conclusions based on
the analyses conducted in the study, limitations and delimitations identified through the
research process, and will offer recommendations for future research. The conclusions
will be discussed based on whether or not a positive statistical relationship exists between
each of the independent (predictor) variables and the dependent (criterion) variable
determined by the analysis of the data that were collected.
The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine whether a significant
positive correlation exists between a locally-elected supervisor’s perceptions about their
local community college and their education level and the level of local tax support
provided to the community college in their area. In order to gauge the perceptions of
locally-elected supervisors and their level of education, a survey instrument was
developed and piloted by the researcher. The survey used a Likert scale to capture the
perception of supervisors. In particular, the survey instrument identified the perception
of a supervisor about the effectiveness of the local community college in the following
areas:
1. courses, programs, and workforce training services provided by the local
community college,
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2. 2) job attainment of students after attending the local community college,
3. 3) how well a community college manages its resources,
4. 4) last visit a supervisor made to the campus of the local community
college, and
5. 5) level of education of each participant
Each of the above perceptions served as independent (predictor) variables in the
study. Additionally, the survey also captured, through self-reporting, the millage rate
level for which the participant last voted to support the local community college. The
millage rate level was used as the dependent (criterion) variable.
The survey was conducted during the months of January and February of 2015. A
total of 175 surveys were mailed to randomly selected supervisors from across the state
of Mississippi. Each participant was allowed two weeks to complete the survey. Followup phone calls were made to remind participants of their selection to participant in the
research. At the end of a 4-week period, 53 individuals had returned the survey with 50
participants having completed the entire survey, resulting in a response rate of 29%.
Respondents to the survey represented 37 of the 82 counties. Additionally, 100% of the
15 community college districts were represented by participants who chose to complete
and return the survey for analysis.
Conclusions
Three research hypotheses were developed based on the literature review to guide
this study. Each hypothesis was designed to provide a better understanding of the
decisions made by county supervisors in establishing millage support of the local
community college that serves their county. The research hypotheses are:
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1. There is a positive correlation between the level of financial assistance
supported by a member of the county board of supervisors and his/her
perceptions about the effectiveness of the community college in the areas
of:
a) Community college courses, programs and workforce training
provided by the college;
b) Job attainment by individuals who attend the local community college;
and
c) The local community college being a good steward of the financial
support provided by a county.
2. There is a positive correlation between the level of education obtained by
a member of the county board of supervisors and the level of financial
assistance supported by that member of the county board of supervisors
for the local community college.
3. There is a positive correlation between the last visit a supervisor made to
the campus of the local community college and the level of financial
assistance that a member of the county board of supervisors supports for
the local community college.
Based upon the analysis of the data that was gathered in this study, the following
conclusions can be made regarding the perception of locally-elected supervisors and their
education level and the level of financial assistance those members of the county board of
supervisor’s vote to support the local community college.
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1. There is a statistically significant correlation between a county board of
supervisor’s perception of the courses, programs, and workforce training
provided by the local community and college and the level at which that
supervisor votes to financially support the local community college with
millage.
2. There is not a statistically significant correlation between a county board
of supervisor’s perception of job attainment of individuals in their area
who attend the local community college and the level at which that
supervisor votes to financially support the local community college with
millage.
3. There is not a statistically significant correlation between a county board
of supervisor’s perception that the local community college is a good
steward of the financial support currently received from the county and the
level at which that supervisor votes to financially support the local
community college with millage.
4. There is not a statistically significant correlation between the level of
education obtained by a member of the county board of supervisors and
the level at which that supervisor votes to financially support the local
community college with millage.
5. There is not a statistically significant correlation between the last visit a
supervisor made to the campus of the local community college and the
level at which that supervisor votes to financially support the local
community college with millage.
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The results of the data collected and analyzed indicate that the higher the
perception level of the county supervisors the local community college does a good job in
providing residence courses, programs, and workforce training, there is a statistically
significant chance that a supervisor will vote for a higher millage rate of support for the
community college. The results of this study have identified a way by which community
colleges in Mississippi can strive to diversify their funding. The higher the perception
level by a supervisor on the variable “Service”, there is a statistically significant chance
that the supervisor will support a higher millage rate of funding for the local community
college. In an effort to maximize local financial support, community colleges should
engage in a public awareness campaign among locally elected officials. Engaging with
local officials by promoting the courses, programs, and workforce training opportunities
available to residents will help community colleges “tell their story.” While an increase
in local financial support is not guaranteed, the results from this study show that when
supervisors have a higher perception that a community college is promoting their core
mission and values through education and training options, they are more likely to
support a higher level of financial support.
Limitations and Delimitations
There are certain limitations identified with this research study that can be
associated with internal validity and external validity. Regarding internal validity, it
should be noted that participants in the study were asked to self-report the millage rate
level for which they last voted to support the local community college. Another threat to
internal validity is instrument decay. In order to help prevent this from occurring, the
researcher staggered the dates upon which survey responses from participants were
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coded. Externally, there is a limitation on the generalizability of this study. This study
was intended to identify perceptions of supervisors in the state of Mississippi and the
statistical significance between those perceptions and the amount of local financial
support provided to the local community college. A state represents a specific geographic
area, culture, and economic status that is fundamentally unique to the population that
resides within its borders. Using the results of this study to generalize to the population of
supervisors beyond the boundaries of Mississippi would not be valid. In addition to the
threat to generalizability, it is recognized that the study itself is only testing the
predictability of the characteristics and perceptions of supervisors who currently hold
office and make budgetary decisions. Due to local elections being held every four years,
any significant level of predictability found between the independent variables and the
dependent variable should be understood as the characteristics and perceptions of the
current sample, and not necessarily representative of the future population of supervisors
in the state of Mississippi.
Not only are there identifiable limitations to the study, but there are some
delimitations as well. First, this study does not take into account the current economic
climate that a county may be under. Since the 2008 economic downturn, many rural
counties have faced economic hardship. This economic constraint may have had an
influence on the outcome of the study. Another identifiable delimitation is other budget
requests. County supervisors, like other elected officials who have to make budgetary
decisions, are constantly weighing budget requests and weighing the return on their
investments. This study does not take in account any other budget requests that locally-
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elected supervisors must take under consideration when deciding at what level to fund the
local community college.
Recommendations for Future Research
While this study sought to identify a set of perceptions that significantly correlate
to the level of local financial support provided to a community college through millage,
following are suggestions for future research that could provide additional information
about supervisors’ decisions to provide funding for local community colleges:
1. This study asked for supervisors to self-report the millage rate at which
they last voted to support the local community college. A future study
could verify the actual millage rate at which respondents voted to support
local community colleges and use the recorded vote as the dependent
(criterion) variable.
2. This study examined five independent (predictor) variables: a) courses,
programs, and workforce training services provided by the local
community college, b) job attainment of students after attending the local
community college, c) how well a community college manages its
resources, d) last visit a supervisor made to the campus of the local
community college, and e) level of education of each participant. Future
research could incorporate additional predictor variables such as party
affiliation, whether the local community college has a branch campus or
center in the particular county, and whether the supervisor attended the
local community college or not.
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3. Recognizing that perceptions can change, and local elections for
supervisor are held every four years, any significant level of predictability
found between the predictor variables and the criterion variable should be
understood perceptions of the current sample, and not necessarily
representative of the future population of supervisors in the state of
Mississippi. In order to maintain an accurate understanding of perceptions
that influence supervisors when deciding at what millage rate to fund local
community colleges, additional research should be periodically conducted.
Summary
Previous research on the topic of local funding support of community colleges did
not focus on why or how locally-elected officials make the decision to fund community
college education. Instead, past research has focused on the impact of local funding
support of community colleges (Miller & Holt, 2005), how local financial support for
two-year institutions has decreased over the past 50 years (Cohen & Brawer, 2008), and
effective strategies for influencing local funding support (Miller & Holt, 2005). Prior
research has also focused on disparities that exist between local support of community
colleges dependent on the socio-economic level of individuals and the property value of a
particular community college district (Dowd & Grant, 2006).
As identified in the review of literature regarding the funding of community
colleges, reliance on state financial support has gradually increased over the past 100
years. State funds have now replaced local funds as the primary source of financial
support (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). The literature also outlined the change in the
governance structure of community colleges during this same time period. As a result of
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state organization, new methods for funding community colleges were adopted. A
common means of resource allocation for community colleges is known as the “funding
formula.” Today, 40 states use this method to allocate state resources to community
colleges (Mullin & Honeyman, 2008). In addition to the use of a funding formula to
allocate financial resources to community colleges, more than 50% of states allow for the
local taxation of property as a means to support higher education (Dowd & Grant, 2006).
Mississippi is one of the states that allow for this type of local financial support. The
results of this research contribute to this body of knowledge by identifying an area that
community colleges can target strategies to increase the knowledge and perception of
locally elected officials. By increasing the awareness of local officials about the courses,
programs, and workforce training provided by the community college, leaders at the local
community college can help build local support for funding which will result in helping
to diversify their revenue stream.
Understanding why locally-elected officials decide to financially support higher
education is vitally important to the planning and implementation of college programs
and initiatives. If college leaders can acquire a better understanding of what influences a
supervisor to choose to increase funding for the local community college, strategies may
be developed to increase the knowledge base of local decision makers. Results from this
exploratory study indicate (from the variables studied) that the more a supervisor
perceives that the local community college does a good job in promoting the courses,
programs, and training available to residents of the area that the supervisor serves, the
more likely that supervisor is to support the college financially at a higher millage rate.
This information has implications for various groups associated with community
47

colleges. Community college presidents and administrators can use this information to
ensure that not only residents of their service area are aware of the courses, programs,
and training available at the college, but that locally-elected officials are kept up-to-date
about all the opportunities being made available at the college for educational and
training advancement. As expressed by the current Vice President of Instructional Affairs
and Assessment at Jones County Junior College, Candace Weaver, “Since the inception
of community colleges we have seen funding come full circle. Now, as back then, we are
becoming more financially dependent on our local funding sources. As a community
college, it is incumbent upon us that we communicate effectively to our local
communities, locally elected officials and local citizenry, the educational programs,
courses and services that we provide in order to meet our mission and goals.” The results
of this study build upon previous research associated with the financing of community
college education at the local level and emphasize the importance of communication
between the community college and local decision makers. As identified in previous
research, communication to the college’s service area is vitally important as it relates to
local funding support. “The process of implementing a campaign to increase tax support
should be based on an understanding of what the community sees as important and how
the increase in funding will affect its well-being” (Miller & Holt, 2005, p.70).
Locally-elected officials are constantly mindful of what their constituents want
and what will be the greatest return on their investment of local tax dollars. Therefore, if
a community college seeks to increase local funding support in the form of millage from
a county board of supervisors, that college should focus its outreach efforts in such a way
so that those local leaders who must make resource allocation decisions are made aware
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of how their financial support will be returned to the community by means of courses,
programs, and training to residents of their county. Raising educational levels of residents
helps to attract perspective businesses to communities which can result in increased job
opportunities for community residents. Attracting new businesses usually results in an
increase in the tax base so the community as well as the community college may benefit
from increased millage appropriated to the local community college by supervisors.
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Community College Perception Survey
Demographic Information
(Please check the box which applies)
GENDER

Size of County

Male

Population less than 5,000

Female

Population between 5,001 - 10,000
Population between 10,001 - 15,000

RACE

Population between 15,001 - 20,000

African American

Population between 20,001 - 25,000

Asian American

Population between 25,001 - 30,000

Caucasian

Population above 30,000

Latino
Native American

Years Served as a Supervisor
Less than 4

HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION

4 - 8 years

GED

9 - 12 years

High School Diploma
Associate of Arts or Associate of Applied
Science
Bachelors of Arts or Bachelors of
Science

13 - 16 years

Masters

Above 16 years

Political Affiliation

Doctorate

Democrat

Other

Independent
Republican

AGE
18 - 28
29 - 38
39 - 48
49 - 58
59 - 68
68 & Above
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Please check the box which most accurately indicates your perception of the following statements.
Where appropriate, you may write out your answer.
Strongly
Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The local community college does a good job
1. educating the citizens of the county you
represent.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

2. The local community college provides courses
and programs that interest students.

The local community college seeks advice
3. from agencies and organizations in your area
when developing courses and programs.

The local community college is committed to
4. providing educational opportunities that lead to
job creation in your area.

5. The local community college does its best to
keep tuition cost reasonable for students.

The local community college provides
adequate workforce training opportunities for
6.
individuals to obtain the skills necessary to
apply for jobs.
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The local community college does a good job
7. promoting the courses, programs, and training
available to residents of the area you represent.

The local community college is a good steward
8. of the financial support provided by your
county.

Residents from your county take advantage of
the courses, programs, and training
9.
opportunities that are available at the local
community college.

Residents from your county who attend the
local community college are able to find
10.
employment in your county after graduating
from the college.

The local community college meets the basic
11. higher education needs of the county you
represent.

12. The local community college in your area has
a good reputation in the community.
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Yes

No

Yes

No

The local community college provides
residents of your community with information
13.
about ways to pay for college such as grants,
loans, and scholarships.

The local community college has the resources
14. necessary to meet the educational and training
needs of your community.

Have any of your immediate family members
15. (spouse, children, or grandchildren) taken a
class from the local community college?
16.

What is the name of your local community
college?

17. Have you been to the campus of your local
community college?

Last 6
Months

Within Within
More
the Last the Last 2 than 2
Year
Years Years Ago

18. If yes, indicate the time in which your last visit
occurred.
Yes

No

Yes

No

19. Does the local community college operate a
campus or educational center in your county?

20.

Have you taken courses or training at your
local community college?
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21.

If yes, please check the box that best describes your
training.
Academic Course
Career & Technical
Course
Workforce Training
Other (please
specify)
Yes

Did you receive a degree/certificate from your
22.
local community college?
If yes, please check the box to indicate the degree,
23.
certificate, or training you received?
Associate of Arts
Associate of Applied Science
Certificate
Workforce Skills Training
24. At what level of millage support did you last
vote to support your local community college?
Between 1.00 - 2.00 mills
Between 2.01 - 3.00 mills
Between 3.01 - 4.00 mills
Between 4.01 - 5.00 mills
Between 5.01 - 6.00 mills
25. Is there anything else you would like to tell
about your local community college?
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No

SAMPLE COVER LETTER
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January 2, 2015

Dear Supervisor:
My name is Daryl J. Dedwylder and I am currently a student at Mississippi State University in the
Community College Leadership doctoral program. As a requirement of my completion of the
program I must conduct an original research study. The topic I have chosen to study is the
impact that county supervisors’ perception and education level has on the amount of millage
support provided to their local community college.
By means of random sampling, you have been chosen to participate in the study. Enclosed with
this letter are a consent form and the survey you are being asked to complete. For you
convenience, a self-addressed, stamped envelope has been included for you to mail your
completed survey to me.
Your responses to the survey will be kept confidential, and your identity will not be shared with
any other person or group. This survey is strictly voluntary, and you are not required to
participate.
Thank you for your time and consideration in participating in this research study. If you should
have any questions, or would like more information, please feel free to contact me by email at
djd1@msstate.edu or by phone at 601.678.1451.
Sincerely,

Daryl Jason Dedwylder
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IRB APPROVAL AND INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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